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Europe in the twentieth century has been subject to a series of mass migrations; from the 
Jews fleeing tsarist persecution at its beginning, through the upheavals of two world wars to 
the more recent refugees from the conflicts in Africa and the Balkans and extensive 
attempted migration into and within the expanded borders of the European Union. All have 
had their commentators and analysts, but it is the refugees from Nazi Germany in the 1930s 
that have received by far the greatest attention from historians, social scientists and 
demographers. The reasons for this are not difficult to ascertain. The idea that large numbers 
of people could be displaced from a highly cultured and modernised state such as Germany 
flies in the face of contemporary ideas about civilisation and progress, but perhaps more 
importantly, the overwhelming attention given to the Holocaust within the historiography of 
Europe and the Second World War has created a situation in which the issues surrounding 
the movement of people from Nazi Germany prior to 1939 are seen as an essential pre-
history; implicating the Western European democracies and the United States as bystanders 
in the impending tragedy.  
The first publications on the refugees in the 1930s came at the end of that decade 
with the appearance of Sir John Hope Simpson’s The Refugee Problem in 1939. Although 
undoubtedly prompted by the concerns surrounding the refugees from Nazi Germany, its 
scope included all the refugee movements of the post-First World War era, including the 
Armenians and White Russians who had been the first subjects of national concerns and of 
international action through the League of Nations. Simpson highlighted the ways in which 
the Nansen Office had been created to deal with the issue of de facto stateless people, and 
how this system had been rejected as a solution to the problem of refugees from Germany 
after 1933. His researchers often gave very detailed explanations of how state policies were 
applied in practice, but could give only limited insights into how such policies had been 
formulated. His was the only academic study to appear in the pre-1939 period, although 
other contemporary publications did add important information, most notably a special edition 
of the Annals of the American Association for Political and Social Sciences in May 1939 that 
contained a series of article on aspects of the refugee problem. During the Second World 
War, there were attempts to analyse the problems of refugees, albeit without access to 
contemporary European sources.1 After 1945, the tragedy of the Holocaust and the threat of 
a Third World War overshadowed any independent analysis of state refugee policies in the 
1930s, and the main publications on the issue in the 1950s and 1960s came from those 
directly involved in private refugee relief work. Their analysis was often framed as 
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explanations for what had, and what had not been done for the victims of Nazism before the 
outbreak of war. These few publications were rarely critical of the relief effort and most were 
concerned to reinforce the idea that the private and public sectors had done everything 
possible.2  
The first general histories of the Holocaust focused on the tragic fate of the Jews 
during the German occupation and made few references to the pre-1940 period, and the 
same was true of the national studies that appeared. Academic interest was also limited, 
except in Switzerland where an edition of German documents published in 1953 highlighted 
that country’s collusion in the introduction of the ‘J’-stamp on German passports. This 
revelation caused a public outcry and led to an official report commissioned by the Swiss 
Parliament. The historian Carl Ludwig was granted full access to Swiss diplomatic archives 
and his research laid the foundations for a historical analysis of Swiss refugee policy of the 
1930s.3 Notwithstanding that the report clearly pointed out that Heinrich Rothmund, the Head 
of the Federal Police, had advocated the introduction of visa for Jewish Germans, but had 
considered the ‘J’ stamp as contrary to Swiss interests, he was singled out as the scapegoat 
and had to resign. As a result, the Swiss political elite escaped any additional criticism and a 
further investigation of refugee policy had to wait another two decades.4  
In the 1970s, the refugees became a focus of German historical research. Studies 
were commissioned by the German Democratic Republic on communist refugees who later 
been active as founders of the East German state, and the appointment of a former political 
exile, Willy Brandt, as West German chancellor also helped to propel the wider study of 
refugees up the agenda of the influential Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft. A first major 
accomplishment was the International Biographical Dictionary of Central European Emigrés 
1933-1945, a massive work of agglomerative scholarship on the political, cultural and 
scientific elite of the refugees. By the end of the 1970s German refugee studies had lost 
much of its backing, but remained in the hands of a few committed historians, such as 
Patrick von zur Muhlen, Hans-Uwe Petersen, Ursula Langkau-Alex and Klaus Voigt who 
continued the work of uncovering those who had continued to resist the Nazi regime in exile.5 
Latterly these so-called ‘Exil-Studien’ have shifted into examinations of the cultural and 
literary legacies of the exiles and their impact on the postwar world. 6  The 1980s 
concentration on history from below can also be seen in the Exil-Studien. After the initial 
concentration on the flight of political activists, intellectuals and artists, there was a slow 
movement towards greater consideration of the masses. Ernst Loewy, Wolfgang Benz and 
Ernst Lorenz began studies of what they called the ‘common people’ among the refugees 
and through this new interest focused not only on the rank and file of the political exile 
organisations, but also on the Jewish refugees. 7  Nevertheless, their attention remained 
strongly German-centred and the countries of exile were only of secondary interest.8  
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Analysis of the flight of the émigrés and refugees from Nazi Germany, and the 
policies adopted towards them in their countries of refuge was almost exclusively in the 
hands of historians working on the national history of the countries of asylum. The first 
example of this came in the Netherlands, where the first volume of the official history of the 
Second World War was published in 1969.9 Here the author, Louis de Jong, with unrivalled 
access to state and private documentation, placed the question of refugees into the wider 
context of Dutch-German relations but followed this up with a detailed examination of the 
various Jewish and non-Jewish relief efforts. His purpose in so doing was clear and explicit – 
namely as an introduction to the issues and actors that framed the persecution of the Jews 
during the Nazi era. The book provided an excellent basis for future discussion. This came 
initially in the form of two doctoral theses: While Dan Michman reflected on the Dutch Jewish 
community and the Jewish refugee issue of the 1930s, Bob Moore combined this with an 
analysis of the factors that framed policies towards both Jewish and political refugees.10 As 
an Anglo-Dutch historian he was fully aware of the British historiography on migration and 
applied these insights to the Dutch case.  
Since the early 1970s, issues such as immigration and antisemitism had been widely 
discussed in British historical and social sciences and there was also an increasing interest 
in the experiences and social history of immigrants. In that decade the first publications on 
the longer-term trends of immigration to Britain and on the policies followed by successive 
British governments were published. Many of these focused on the non-white immigration 
after the Second World War, but were inevitably informed by development of immigration 
policies in the late nineteenth and earlier twentieth century that were primarily directed 
against an influx of Jews from Eastern Europe. This combination of anti-alien and antisemitic 
trends that helped to frame British immigration policies in the 1930s has been well 
documented, most notably by Colin Holmes, while the path-breaking work on antisemitism in 
the United Kingdom by Gisela Lebzelter has been complimented by other, more recent 
studies.11  The first study specifically devoted to British refugee policy was Arieh Sherman, 
Island Refuge, which analysed the development of British policy towards refugees in the 
1930s, although without the benefit of access to many government sources. 12  Austin 
Stevens, The Dispossessed, concentrated more on the experiences of the refugees 
themselves who came to Britain in the 1930s, but he also drew conclusions about the nature 
of the British responses, as did later works by scholars such as Marion Berghahn and 
Gerhard Hirschfeld.13 At the same time, the study of the refugees was being more closely 
associated with the wider analysis of Britain and the Holocaust, starting with Britain and the 
Jews of Europe, 1933-1945 by Bernard Wasserstein.14 One further notable addition to the 
canon came in 1994 with the publication of Tony Kushner’s important work, The Holocaust 
and the Liberal Imagination. Although a broad ranging analysis of responses to the 
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Holocaust, it also provided an analysis of British government responses to the plight of 
refugees in the 1930s.15  
The shift in research interest towards the flight of Jews was evident in the publication 
of Frank Caestecker’s book, Unwanted guests: Jewish refugees and migrants in the thirties.16 
Notwithstanding the subtitle, this book dealt with both Jewish and political refugees fleeing 
Nazi Germany, but the Jewish refugees took centre-stage. Moreover, by referring to the 
Jews as migrants, it also linked the study to the wider interest in migration as part of the 
historical experience of continental Europe epitomised by the work of Gérard Noiriel in 
France, but also of Jan Lucassen in the Netherlands, and Gérald and Silvia Arlettaz in 
Switzerland. These historians had analysed the history of migration in different West-
European countries and also investigated the indigenous resistance to the increasingly multi-
ethnic and multicultural societies as a result of colonial and economic migration.17 
The ‘asylum crisis’ in the Western world during the 1990s also prompted 
investigations into the origins of national refugee and immigration policies.18 This analysis 
had a strong focus on the Jewish refugees from Nazi Germany as they were seen as the 
refugees par excellence and thus the ideal example of how different interests, including the 
humanitarian concern for people in need of protection shaped immigration and refugee 
policy. In Great Britain Ariel Sherman’s analysis of refugee policy was complemented by 
Louise London’s, Whitehall and the Jews. London was able to make extensive use of the 
British government’s by then declassified archival records to analyse policy development in 
depth. London’s state-centred approach was complemented by Amy Gottlieb, who focussed 
on Anglo-Jewry ‘s efforts to bring relief to Jewish refugees.19 Also Lone Rünitz in her analysis 
of the Danish policy towards Jewish refugees added immeasurably to the Danish 
historiography that, until then, had been exclusively concerned with political refugees.20   
Until recently, French research on refugee policy remained scant, with only a few 
publications concentrated mainly on the refugees’ political activities.21 This changed with the 
publications on French government policy, popular opinion, and the native Jewish response 
by Vicki Caron.22 Her research shows how popular attitudes fed policy and how policy fed 
attitudes, and she evokes not only the attitude of the French-Jewish community towards the 
refugees arriving from Nazi-Germany and Eastern Europe, but that of all French society. 
Caron’s historical research also seeks to explore the origins of Vichy antisemitism in the 
interwar period and she also points to tensions within the French Jewish community that 
would later influence Jewish responses to Vichy. Within migration studies, the strong tradition 
of French social history with its emphasis on the longue durée has tended to ignore political 
history. French historians of immigration in general, and Gérard Noiriel in particular, have 
focused their analysis of the political aspects of migration mainly on how administrative 
categories structured social reality in the long term. This has led to the neglect of a political 
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history that analyses concrete political decisions and their administrative implementation.23 In 
contrast several Swiss studies have examined refugee policy in the 1930s in a very detailed 
manner. In the 1950s the investigation of Carl Ludwig on refugee and immigration policy had 
focussed nearly exclusively on the federal level, but historians of the 1990s looked into the 
daily operation of alien policy. Not only the immigration policies of public actors, including 
cantonal and local authorities, but also of private actors, such as the refugee aid committees, 
in particular those imposed on Jewish refugees were explored in depth.24   
As a result of the recent growth of interest in the Holocaust, government agencies 
have played an increasingly important role in stimulating historical research on refugee policy 
in the 1930s. In the Netherlands, the Ministry of the Interior sponsored the publication Joodse 
Vluchtelingen in Nederland, 1938-1940. Documenten betreffende toelating, uitleiding en 
kampopname, a volume that made available previously classified documents of vital 
importance to the study of Dutch central government policy towards refugees in the two 
years before May 1940.25 In Switzerland, the morality of the country’s wartime history has 
been gradually eroded by the Swiss historical profession’s attempts to provide a more 
objective analysis of the period. Scholars have demonstrated clearly that the Swiss could no 
longer regard themselves as heroic rescuers in the Holocaust tragedy nor even as innocent 
bystanders; a conclusion that has deeply troubled Swiss national identity. This was 
compounded in the mid 1990s by the scandal of the dormant accounts in Swiss banks that 
tarnished the country’s international image and caused a major historical analysis of Swiss 
policy towards Nazi Germany and the persecution of Jews. In 1996 the Swiss Parliament 
voted for an historical investigation into the issue of dormant accounts and heirless assets. 
The use of new archival material that had not been accessible before and a comprehensive 
approach has thus deepened our knowledge of Swiss refugee and immigration policy.26 In 
Denmark a similar, but less extensive research programme was initiated by the government.  
A newspaper article by Vilhjalmur Orn Vilhjalmsson that focused on the extradition of 21 
stateless Jews by the Danish authorities during the occupation served to undermine the 
Danish self-image as rescuers of Jews. Likewise, Lone Rünitz’s research added to the need 
for a re-assessment of the Danes’ long-held image of their past. This led to the Danish 
government commissioning a study on Danish refugee policy after 1933 and allowed Rünitz 
to analyse 8,000 police files on refugees who entered or tried to enter Denmark after 1933. 
On the basis of these individual case studies her latest book shows in a very detailed manner 
how the decisions of the legislative and executive agencies were implemented by local 
authorities on a daily basis at the border and in the country itself. These various historical 
commissions have added immeasurably to our knowledge of the actual policy towards 
political activists and Jews fleeing Nazi Germany.27  
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By the new millennium all over Europe, historical research on refugee policy had 
definitely shifted attention away from the political to the Jewish refugees. The recognition that 
the Holocaust was a crucial event in Europe’s twentieth century has to be credited with this 
paradigm shift. Also a general shift in Holocaust historiography and a reassessment of its 
significance for Nazism can be seen as the driving force for this change, with most European 
societies being forced to consider their roles as bystanders in the persecution and rescue of 
Jews during the Nazi era. 
 
The Need for an International and Transnational Perspective 
 
Historiography on the refugees in the 1930s and on Western states’ policy towards them 
remains largely based on a national perspective, with each country producing its own 
narratives and analyses. Such national studies are almost invariably preceded by a summary 
of the voluminous literature on Nazi Germany that explores in depth the nature and extent of 
persecution. Research on Nazi Germany has however paid little attention to how 
persecutees finally left the country. Moreover the influence of the emigration and expulsions 
policies pursued by the various agencies within Hitler’s Germany on their flight has been 
given only scant attention. 28 Only recently has there been recognition that the failures of 
these emigration policies may hold a key to further the understanding of the twisted road to 
Auschwitz.29  
A few publications have analysed the dispersal of the (Jewish) refugees using the 
watersheds of Nazi persecution as a means of periodization. The authors highlight national 
immigration policies as an important explanatory variable but do no more than juxtapose the 
national cases and do not embark on a comparative analysis of the similarities and 
differences between national policies.30 Historiography on the policy towards refugees from 
Nazi Germany rarely provides an overview beyond the national case. The international 
dimension of refugee policy has also been neglected. Where the international refugee regime 
was discussed, it was merely to illustrate how national refugee policy was reflected in the 
attitudes of national representatives at international forums. The one exception to this is 
Claudia Skran, who approached the international refugee regime in the interwar period from 
a non-national angle but her very optimistic analysis concentrated primarily on the legal 
dimension of that regime. In her analysis, the international refugee regime of the interwar 
period was seen as the precursor of the 1951 Geneva Convention that introduced the idea of 
special treatment for refugees within a country’s immigration policy. In examining the legal 
developments involved, Skran concentrates almost exclusively on the international scene 
and pays little attention to domestic determinants in the various countries of asylum. Thus 
she has nothing to say about how this international refugee regime affected the harsh reality 
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of most refugees in the 1930s.31 Until now there has been little or no investigation of how the 
international refugee regime affected national policies, or how individual states’ policies were 
both dependent on those of their neighbours – and subject to ongoing comparison 
throughout the period as all governments strove to make their policies equally, or ideally 
slightly less welcoming than others. This comparison was inevitably complicated by the fact 
that there was no single policy in any country, but an agglomeration of measures related to 
citizenship, residence, entry and employment that, taken together, made up an immigration 
policy. Moreover, as will be shown in this analysis, no two countries entered the 1930s with 
policies based on the same set of principles, precepts or legislative history, let alone a 
common practice in the treatment of aliens.  
The intention here is to undertake a comparative study of refugee policy in the 1930s 
among the liberal states of Europe; Belgium, Denmark, France, Luxemburg, the Netherlands, 
Switzerland and the United Kingdom. This concentration on the European liberal 
democracies has therefore deliberately excluded the reception of refugees from Nazi 
Germany in Fascist Italy, Spain and Portugal.32 As a country of asylum until 1938 with a 
liberal regime, Czechoslovakia could have been included, but knowledge of its refugee policy 
is currently so limited that meaningful comparisons would have been impossible.33 The focus 
on countries with a liberal regime is based on the contemporary social science theory that 
liberal norms affect alien policy, and that these norms are the key to understanding 
constraints on migration controls.34 However, it is clear that these same contemporary norms 
and liberal values have had a much longer life span than social scientists might suggest. The 
liberalism of the nineteenth century caused a normative revolution which had a lasting impact 
on the ways in which the state functioned, not least on the whole question of immigration 
policies. The period in which these liberal values were under severe attack, the 1930s, is 
thus a good testing period for the lasting strength of these norms.   
  All the countries considered here, with the exception of the United Kingdom, had 
common land frontiers with Germany. The continental European countries faced common 
challenges to their immigration policies as their green borders were more difficult to control 
than the British sea borders. However, the United Kingdom was also included; because it 
was the most important European power at that time and because its decisions had far 
reaching influence: creating refugees through the Munich agreements and controlling access 
to the vast British overseas Empire and specifically to the Palestine Mandate. The United 
Kingdom also became an important country of asylum in the last years of peace, but was 
able to operate different and more selective immigration and refugee policies than its 
continental neighbours. The Scandinavian states of Norway, Finland and Sweden 
surrounded by the Atlantic Ocean and the Baltic Sea were not important countries of asylum 
in the 1930s and were thus not included in this comparative exercise, except insofar as their 
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policies affected developments in Denmark, the only Scandinavian country that shared a 
common border with Germany.  
The period covered by this study has been deliberately chosen to end at the outbreak 
of a general European war in September 1939. Inherent in this periodisation is a desire to 
rule out any teleological discussion of policy in 1930s in relation to the Nazis’ later collective 
expulsion and extermination of the Jews. While there had been some discussion of the so-
called Madagascar Plan in the 1930s, this had no basis in reality until the collapse of France 
in 1940, and the Lublin ‘resettlement’ scheme was only formulated after the success of the 
Polish campaign. The policy towards the victims of the pre-war Nazi regime has to be 
analyzed in its proper historical context. The policy-makers in the 1930s could not yet know 
the horrors that would be visited on the Jews in Nazi-occupied Europe after 1940.35  
The central focus of this book has been to provide a comparative survey of the main 
policy changes on refugees carried out by the liberal Western European states during the 
1930s. In the first part of the book ‘National and International analyses of policies towards the 
refugees from Nazi Germany’ the main focus is on national case studies, all written by 
acknowledged experts in their respective fields. It begins with a chapter by Susanne Heim 
which gives an overview of the international refugee regime during the 1930s. She analyses 
the half-hearted efforts of the liberal democracies for a coordinated answer to the refugee 
crisis. Her article goes beyond the formal refugee regime, by outlining also what she calls an 
informal international refugee regime that influenced the Jewish exodus from Nazi Germany. 
Heim explains how the Jews in Germany interacted with a vast informal network of 
institutions wanting to accelerate, facilitate, slow down or stop their emigration.  
The three following articles are national case studies, each with a different approach. 
Lone Rünitz focuses on individual cases of refugees applying for asylum in Denmark. These 
refugees had either fled Nazi Germany because of persecution due to the Nazi crime of 
Rassenschande or had counted on settling in Denmark as they had married Danish nationals 
(or intended to do so). On the basis of an analysis of individual cases, she concludes that 
these refugees were not considered deserving by the Danish authorities and shows how 
Copenhagen succeeded in denying most of them asylum. Rünitz also provides insights into 
administrative immigration practices. This daily policing of immigration is difficult to 
disentangle, because evolving administrative jurisprudence is mostly carried out by a few 
high ranking officers and seldom committed to paper. Thus the dividing line between 
migrants and refugees and between different groups of refugees is difficult to draw, both then 
and now, and there remain many grey areas which only painstakingly detailed research can 
disclose.  
Vicki Caron gives a broad overview of the Jewish refugees’ reception in France 
between January 1933 and September 1939. Using a broad range of sources including 
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newspapers, state papers and the archives of Jewish aid organisations, she analyses French 
immigration policy and the extent to which those fleeing Nazi Germany were treated more 
generously than other immigrants. She points out the fluctuations in French refugee policy 
and focuses on how policy was implemented on the ground. She reviews numerous 
institutions involved in French refugee policy, be they part of the legislative, executive or 
judiciary and unearths a complex picture indicating how difficult it was for the French polity to 
develop a policy to address the pressure at its borders. Although at times French 
policymakers were fiercely determined to keep uninvited immigrants out, the authorities had 
to come to terms with the continuous infiltration of refugees and the liberal or merely 
pragmatic opposition to a wholly exclusionary policy.   
The third national case study is the Swiss case. Regula Ludi provides a very broad 
picture of refugee policy, positioning it in a long-term analysis of the unease of the Swiss elite 
with a changing world. Their obsession with national identity that expressed itself in anti-
Semitism and anti-Bolshevism forms the background for understanding the policy towards 
the refugees from Nazi Germany - a policy that evolved through the 1930s towards an ever 
stricter regime and the eventual closure of the border to Jewish refugees in 1938.    
In their different contexts, these four chapters demonstrate that the state-centred 
paradigm of migration control which forms the main focus of this volume has to be 
contextualized with reference to other actors; such as political parties, humanitarian 
organizations and civil society at large. This broader picture of the political system is 
essential for an understanding of developments in immigration and refugee policies. The 
refugees themselves have also to be considered as actors in this process, as they reacted 
both to Nazi persecution and to the measures taken to prevent them from entering countries 
of refuge by utilizing whatever channels were available, both legal and illegal, to bypass 
control mechanisms.  
The next four chapters provide insight into the refugee and immigration policies 
beyond Europe. Here the volume departs from its focus on liberal regimes in order to 
highlight the limited opportunities that refugees could find outside Europe. Patrik von zur 
Mühlen concisely outlines the manner in which refugees from Germany found homes in 
Latin America. Refugees were rarely offered asylum, but they were admitted as regular 
immigrants who had to be of benefit for the host country. However, by the end of the 1930s, 
refugees were being singled out by policy makers in Latin America as unwanted immigrants, 
for being Jews, for being politically unreliable, or for not having a desirable economic profile. 
The generally ineffective or corrupt nature of Latin American bureaucracy meant, however, 
that a large number of refugees could nonetheless still emigrate to these countries.  
Aviva Halamish outlines British immigration policy for Palestine and the (limited) input 
of the Zionists in this policy. Although the Zionists favoured the ‘repatriation’ of all Jews to 
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Palestine on ideological grounds, in practice they pursued a much more pragmatic policy 
taking into account economic and political constraints, while continuing to press for Palestine 
as the long term solution for the Jews of Central Europe. This ideologically based answer to 
the refugee crisis, although knowingly unrealistic, was intended as a lever for the cause of 
the Jewish state in Palestine. By September 1939, sixty thousand refugees from Greater 
Germany had found a safe haven in Palestine. This was a larger number than the British 
authorities had sanctioned, but was largely the result of Zionist organised illegal immigration 
(sometimes in connivance with the Nazis). The readiness of German Jews to flee in 
makeshifts boats and enter Palestine illegally is proof of the refugees’ desperation at the end 
of the 1930s. This is even more true of those leaving for Shanghai, an episode particularly 
revealing for the lack of (legal) alternatives for Jews wanting to leave Germany. Steve 
Hochstadt outlines the immigration policy in Shanghai and points out the reasons why this 
international settlement was, until the outbreak of the Second World War, the only place in 
the world where German Jews were still admitted without a visa.  
Bat-Ami Zucker analyses the immigration and refugee policy of the United States. 
Here also, those fleeing Nazi Germany were not considered a privileged category in 
immigration policy. The very restrictive admission criteria meant that relatively few refugees 
were admitted. Only in 1938 did President Roosevelt take the initiative to use his 
administrative powers to open the door slightly more. This turned out to be a marginal 
concession to the pro-refugee lobby.  
In the final chapter of this first section of the book Claudia Curio illustrates the 
desperation of the Jews most poignantly by examining the cases of the children who were 
sent abroad by their parents to be saved by strangers.  She looks into the reception of the 
unaccompanied child refugees in four countries to provide comparative conclusions. Her 
study highlights the options open to policy makers and demonstrates the particularities of 
each individual country by highlighting the contrasts between them.   
The second section of the book has been written by Frank Caestecker and Bob 
Moore, and attempts to provide a comparative approach to refugee policy in the 1930s as a 
whole. To do this effectively, the first chapter is devoted to a detailed pre-history of the 
policies towards aliens and refugees developed from the mid nineteenth century onwards. 
These formed the essential precedents and customs on which policies in 1933 were based. 
The following chapters are divided chronologically. Each chapter shows both the 
comparisons and contrasts in the responses of the various states to Nazi persecution 
policies and to the pressures on their borders from refugees. All European countries were 
exposed to similar challenges by Nazi Germany, but how these challenges were tackled 
often varied. Each of the national cases is illuminated and enriched by comparison. The 
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analysis also shows the interplay between different national immigration policies, and 
between German emigration policy and the immigration policy of the countries of asylum.  
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